committed to material production and growth strategies, financial capital is most likely to be wholly uncommitted to them. More to the point, in the conditions of extreme financilisation and neo-liberalism that prevailed from the 1980s onwards, that is after what Leo Panitch and Sam Gindin called 'the Volcker shock', financial capital has become a rather Ponzi development scheme undermining the fundamentals of capitalist production and (relative) surplus-value extraction. 10 Financialisation, as its recent crisis in the Anglo-Saxon world and the Euro-zone has shown, is an extreme form of operation of financial, uncommitted capital. Richard Duncan would go as far as to say that this should not be really called 'capitalism' but 'creditism': Once the constraint [the gold fetter] was removed (...), it also lifted any constraint on how much credit could be created. It has been easy for the US to maintain gold backing in the first post-war decades, because it owned most of the world's gold (...). Credit and debt are two sides of the same coin. In the US total debt -government, household, corporate and financial-sector debt, combined -expanded from $1 trillion in 1964 to over $50 trillion by 2007. Credit growth on this scale has been taken for granted as natural; but in fact it is something entirely new under the sun -only made possible because the US broke the link between dollars and gold. The explosion of credit created today's world (...). I call it 'creditism' (Duncan 2012: 13-14) . 11 Furthermore, financialisation/'creditism' occurs in conditions of neo-liberalism whereby deficits and debts are transferred from the state onto the taxpayer, a key feature of neo-liberal economics which Robert Brenner, perhaps misleadingly, calls 'asset price Keynesianism'. Yet even this seems unable to solve the fiscal crisis of the state and the mounting debt and banking crises, hence the cock-up 'strategy' of present-day elites for more austerity and welfare state retrenchment in order to stave off the crisis. Overall, the use of financial instruments is the riskiest form of profit generation under capitalism, one in which leads mathematically to bubbles and 'boom and bust' cycles.
12 Unsurprisingly, the operations of financial capital always disturbed John Maynard Keynes, whose primary and sincere worry was the survival of capitalism by achieving 'an aggregate volume of output corresponding to full employment as nearly as practicable' (Keynes 1936 (Keynes /1993 . Keynes, quite rightly, thought that financial exuberance harms the well-being of capitalism as a social system: Speculators may do no harm as bubbles on a steady stream of enterprise. But the position is serious when enterprise becomes the bubble on a whirlpool of speculation. When the capital development of a country becomes a by-product of the activities of a casino, the job is likely to be ill-done (Keynes 1936 (Keynes /1993 .
All in all, 'the credit system internalises the contradictions of capitalism and does not abolish them' (Harvey 1982 (Harvey /2006 , and a 'moneyed capitalist', as Marx put it, will confront an 'industrial capitalist' within the remit of 'divergence of surplus value posited by capital'. Marxisant and heterodox discourses are in broad accord with the narrative discussed above and the imbalances that can be caused in the (national and global) cycles and flows of capital accumulation if the monies and pieces of paper in circulation do not correspond to the real values produced. Claims on future revenues are not real forms of capital and the M-M' relation ('money begetting money'), taken in its extremes as speculative arbitrage, shadow banking and other forms of Ponzi finance, generates more problems for capitalism than it solves. 'If all money capital invests in appropriation', Harvey says, 'then capitalism is not long for this world' (Harvey 1982 (Harvey /2006 . When capitalists, that is, the personification of capital, migrate to finance to make up their profit losses from real production and commerce becoming instead 'asset managers', 'investment bankers' and derivatives speculators, then capitalism is indeed in its most vulnerable phase of operation. We can now shed light on the interpenetration of, and contradiction between, monetary and financial systems, an area in which Harvey's 'second' and 'third-cut' crisis theory tackles well. This is of great significance, because it reveals, among others, one of the key sources of debt (both private and public). Money is not only a measure of value and a medium of circulation/exhange; it is also a form of capital -e.g. the circulation of money via banks as capital -and, as such, it possesses both 'real' and 'fictitious' dimensions. Once money becomes capital with the mediation of the banking system, then it is potentially interest-bearing capital, institutionalising its properties via law: it can either be lent out as capital in return for interest, while at the same time 'staying' in the bank and receiving interest. This is the first step for somebody to understand the way in which capitalism has institutionalised usury. But capitalism is a dynamic system because it operates via credit institutions with a keen propensity to lend. Capitalism encourages risk and innovation and, in its ideal-typical form, needs a constraint-free environment. The more exchange relations in commerce, banking and finance proliferate, and the more technological innovation is introduced in both markets and production, the more complicated and contradictory becomes the relationship between real value creation and imaginary value creation, between the sound base of the monetary system reflecting the circulation of real commodities and the financial operations mediated by the banking system, stock market, bond trading and 'asset management' etc, i.e. fictitious values. Banks create fictitious money and fictitious money, as we saw earlier, is as important for capitalism to survive as any other form of capital. However, as we also saw earlier, there are risks in the supply of money capital ahead of real value production. These risks increase substantially when interest-bearing forms of capital operate in conditions of generalised financialisation with transactions accomplished through the inter-banking system of commercial, investment and shadow banking. It is this that brings about a fundamental and irreconcilable contradiction in the system, a key imbalance between the monetary/money base of the system -the use of money as a measure of real valueand its financial institutions/operations -the use of money as a medium of exchange and profiteering. 13 Obviously, this represents only a tendency. As Harvey points out, the monetary and financial systems are united within the banking system, and, within the nation state, the central bank becomes the supreme regulatory power guaranteeing the quality of money as a lender of last resort. This is why Joseph Schumpeter called the money markets and the banks as the 'headquarters of the capitalist system' (Schumpeter 1961: 126) .
We can now understand better why the Euro-zone is facing the insuperable difficulties it has been facing since at least 2009: once the financial crisis -first manifested in the Anglo-Saxon world -kicked in and trickled down to the Euro-zone's banking sector and national sovereigns, the contradiction between the monetary base of the Euro-system -in theory: the quantity of Euro-money tied to real production and commodity values -and its leveraged financial institutions, both sovereign and private, imploded beyond proportion. No doubt, the crisis took such unmanageable dimensions because, unlike the cases of the USA and the UK, the EU is not a state. It lacks a (European) Ministry of Finance, which would have coordinated de-leveraging and provided (interest-free) liquidity to its embattled banks and sovereigns to stave off A Propos of the Euro-Zone crisis Vassilis K. Fouskas & Constantine Dimoulas the crisis. That is why the Euro-zone has suffered a massive banking crisis and a sovereign debt crisis, with its periphery states unable to arrest Germany's recycling of financial surpluses, producing and reproducing asymmetrical/disintegrative tendencies within the EU via constant sovereign debt creation and bank liquidity crises. The ECB is a bank, managing the Euro as a promisory note and controling the interest rates on short-term Euro-deposits. It also controls the supply of money because it has its own printing press. As such, it can only lend interest-bearing money to sovereigns or other banks. The ECB can also buy government bonds -which, among others, is one of the so many plans put forth to avert the collapse of the Eurozone -but this will increase its liabilities as it will have to print more money. Any acquisition of (fictitious) assets requires the printing of money (liabilities), thus raising the spectre of Europe-wide unstoppable inflation. The Eurozone seems to be managing its business without real value creation justifying debt, that is fictitious, activity. This hardly heals financial and monetary asymmetries across the EU, as well as within EU nation states themselves, especially peripheral states, such as Greece or Portugal. Moreover, at a theoretical level, this is because in the periphery the asymmetry between the monetary system and the financial system, or, to put differently, the cleavage between real and fictitious capital/economy has been and is much larger as the periphery, and first and foremost Greece, lacks a large material production base to compensate for the fictitious economic activities of extreme financialisation, that is, present-day globalisation-cum-neo-liberal policy making at state level. On the contrary, Germany's gap between real value production and the level of debt is much smaller. The use values circulating in Germany are not reflecting the same monetary conditions in Greece and elsewhere and a Euro used in Germany does not buy the same equivalent in Greece, and vice versa. A Euro circulating in Germany is not the same with a Euro circulating in Greece or Holland. Thus, trade and financial relations between Germany, Holland and other core countries, on the one hand, and periphery/Greece, on the other, tend to widen the gap between Germany's export-led growth and Greece's borrowing requirements needed to boost domestic demand and consumption in neoliberal times, hence Greece's large current account deficits -an important source of the country's debt. The inability of the debtor countries to devalue in a common currency bloc is a key structural cause that perpetuates and even enhances the gap between the core and the periphery.
There is an expressed and visible divergence at all monetary and macroeconomic levels: prices, inflation, interest rates, pensions, debt. Value and inflation differentials are reflected in currency deferentials and locking up so many different currencies together made the Eurozone implode. For instance, the higher rate of Greek inflation made Greek goods to become more expensive to Germans, while making German goods becoming much cheaper to Greeks. This leads to Germany's overexporting capacity and Greece's over-importing consumption need. This reflects the different magnitudes of values circulating in Germany and Greece. In other words, the German economy is quantitatively and qualitatively bigger superior to the Greek and indeed any other Eurozone economy. This is the fundamental reason for Germany dominating the political economy of the Euro. This is why the Eurozone crisis reveals Germany as an imperial power, the true leader of the EU 's monetary, anti-inflationist, multi-tier economic project of expansion-cum-integration, what German officials from the early 1990s used to call, rather euphemistically, 'variable geometry '. 14 There is also a political dimension to this, in terms of decision-making. 'The fate of Europe', Martin Wolf said in May 2012, 'hangs on choices to be made in Berlin' (Wolf 2012: 11) , insinuating that Germany turned imperial. Before the crisis, the issue of German financial/monetary supremacy within and outwith Europe could somehow be covered-up under the façade of a 'French-German axis', European elections and pan-European institution-build-up (common fisheries policies, Common Agricultural Policy and so on).
15 During the crisis, this proved impossible. In other words, the Euro is but an imperial currency dominated by Germany's monetary/material economic base. It is the superstructure rising above Germany's robust industrial and technological base. Yet it cannot survive without a state regulating the debt levels of the banks in the periphery, as well as the periphery's sovereign debt. In addition, it cannot survive without continuous welfare retrenchement and wage freezing, which was a key factor boosting Germany's export-led performance at the expense of its EU partners and especially of the periphery.
From 1999/2001 onwards, a lot of bad money (e.g. paper debt) has been circulating in the European periphery creating false impressions of growth and mediated by a credit system whose fault-lines between real and fictitious economy proved unmanageable due to the lack of a strategic centre, that is a state political form, which would have addressed the problem in a somewhat satisfactory manner reviving European capitalism. 'Crises of every kind', Lenin wrote, and 'economic crises more frequently but not only these, in their turn increase very considerably the tendency towards concentration and monopoly' (Lenin 1917 (Lenin /2008 . Germany may well steer developments towards, on the one hand, a Euro-core dominated by its industrial and monetary power, turning the Euro into a relatively hard and stable global currency and, on the other, towards an impoverished periphery seeking 'special' subaltern arrangements with the core. But even in this scenario of German power 'concentration and monopoly', as Lenin would call it, structural problems will remain, as no capitalist system can ever solve crises of over-accumulation and the tension between the monetary base of the system and its financial operations. We can now move on to shed light on Harvey's 'third-cut' crisis theory.
From the perspective of uneven global and regional class relations, one could argue that a notional source of debt is caused by a straightforward exploitation of the periphery and semi-periphery by the imperial core. In this context, and in absence of a successful and robust import-substitution policy, peripheral states such as Greece or Chile always lag behind and have always to borrow from the core in order to offset disadvantages in technology, innovation, infrastructure and skills. Imperialism, in this respect, was and remains appropriation of international value. 16 But the notion of 'periphery' and/or 'semi-periphery' is spatial, dynamic and geopolitical, not topological, static and geographic. It is to be found within states in the form of a geographical split (e.g. Italy's advanced North and underdeveloped South), or in the form of the cleavage between 'city' and the 'countryside'. In a sense, it also applies to the entire globe, as pockets of advanced industrial and service sectors may be concentrated, in specific periods of time, in some parts of the world and not others (e.g. the Euro-Atlantic core, Japan and Australia/New Zealand as opposed to the 'Third World'). What could be considered as periphery in 1960 -weak industrial and technological base, under-developed liberal political institutions, concentration of poverty etc. -may not be a periphery in 2010 and vice versa: massive elements of under-development, poverty and deprivation have always existed within the core and the industrial cities of the core, from England's Manchester during the era of industrial revolution and after to present day New York and Los Angeles. But if this is the way in which capital's uneven (and combined) development operates nationally, regionally and globally, we should also take into account something already pointed out earlier, namely that capital has an opposite, innate tendency towards centralisation/concentration in order, among others, to offset competition with other capitals of the core and to outflank working class resistance. This contradiction is worth noting and we must provide some analysis of it.
In the structural context of fierce (horizontal and vertical) competition, capital is ramifying its own crises, both nationally and internationally, along the lines of uneven (and combined) development. 17 Building on the important work and findings carried out in the 1980s by Andrew Glynn, Philip Armstrong, John Harrison and others, Robert Brenner argues that the financial crisis that began in 2007 has at its roots the inability of the US non-financial corporate sector to return to pre-1970 levels of profitability. According to Brenner, 'from the start of the long downturn in 1973, economic authorities staved off the kind of crises that had historically plagued the capitalist system by resorting to ever greater borrowing, public and private, subsidizing demand' (Brenner 2009: 2) . There had been a 'persistent stagnation' from 1973 to 1993 that the Clinton administration had only partially managed to stop, as indeed under Clinton briefly a return to profitability and growth seemed to be in hand. But Clinton's experiment did not take root, and to all intents and purposes it never matched, or even came closer to, the so-called 'Golden Age of Capitalism' of the 1950s and 1960s. Brenner tells us that both the Golden Age and the crisis of what he calls 'overcapacity/overproduction' was the result of uneven development: From the very beginning, then, uneven economic development did entail the relative decline of the US domestic economy. But it was also a precondition for the continued vitality of the dominant forces within the US political economy. US multinational corporations and international banks, aiming to expand overseas, needed profitable outlets for their foreign direct investment. Domestically based manufacturers, needing to increase exports, required fast-growing overseas demand for their goods. An imperial US state, bent on "containing communism" and keeping the world safe for free enterprise, sought economic success for its allies and competitors as the foundation for the political consolidation of the postwar capitalist order, in the face of the anaemia of domestic ruling classes sapped by war, occupation, collaboration and defeat. All these forces thus depended upon the economic dynamism of Europe and Japan for the realization of their own goals (Brenner 2003: 14-15) .
In other words, the profit squeeze and stagflation (high inflation accompanied by stagnation) of the 1970s was not due to high wages as neo-liberal orthodoxy argued, but the result of global inter-capitalist competition. Moreover, and whereas Nicos Poulantzas, Michel Aglietta and others in France and Germany writing in the 1970s discerned the state to act as a counter-tendency to the tendency of the rate of profit to fall, Brenner confirms that state intervention, and the US state intervention in particular, failed not only to stave off the crisis of -what he calls -'over-capacity/overproduction', but it also set capitalist states and economically integrating zones one against the other (US -Western Europe -Japan). In other words, the new strong capitalist-economic caucuses that flourished at each end of Eurasia during the 'Golden Age' began undermining the supremacy of the USA in international political economy. The result of this global capitalist competition was stagnation, falling rates of profit and a 'long downturn', the sole exception being the brief Clinton years, which registered a growth in manufacturing induced by increased levels of borrowing.
All in all, the tendency of capital towards uneven and combined development is as unstoppable as its tendency towards centralization/concentration. Ernst Mandel put it as follows:
[Thus] even in the ideal case of a homogeneous beginning, capitalist economic growth, extended reproduction and accumulation of capital are still synonymous with the juxtaposition and constant combination of development and underdevelopment. The accumulation of capital itself produces development and underdevelopment as mutually determining moments of the uneven and combined movement of capital. The lack of homogeneity in the capitalist economy is a necessary outcome of the unfolding laws of motion of capitalism itself (emphasis by Mandel) (Mandel 1972 (Mandel /1976 .
Having said that, it is safe to argue that combined and uneven development applies to both 'core-core relations' and 'core-periphery relations', precisely because the 'law of value' applies to all capitalist economies, whether 'developed' or 'under-developed'. This is very important because we are confronting again the following contradiction: on the one hand, capital's motion pertains to uneven/asymmetrical development, hence a unification of the world or a specific region under a supra-national governance is an impossible undertaking; on the other, capital, in its effort to outflank and outcompete other rival capitals, has a tendency to concentrate/centralise, hence its attempts to create regulatory institutions of 'global/regional governance' -the 'Concert of Europe' in the 19 th century, the League of Nations between the wars, IMF, WTO, the UN, the EU, ASEAN etc. the list is endless. When Lenin was confronted with this innate contradiction of capital and imperialism, he always took sides with the 'law of uneven development'.
18 At the same time, however, as we saw earlier, he did not fail to note that economic and political crises increase 'the tendency towards concentration and monopoly'. Bukharin is equally explicit:
Kautsky and his followers assert that the very process of capitalist development is favourable to the growth of elements that can serve as a support for ultra-imperialism. The growth of international interdependence of capital, they say, creates a tendency towards eliminating competition among the various 'national' capitalist groups. This 'peaceful tendency, they say, is strengthened by pressure from below, and in this way rapacious imperialism is replaced by gentle ultra-imperialism (Bukharin 1917 (Bukharin /2003 .
This tension within Marxist and Marxisant theorisations of imperialism and neoimperialism can also be found, certainly under different shapes, forms and concepts, within mainstream Anglo-Saxon scholarship in the field of IR and IPE. This is not the place to review these approaches in detail, but it is worth pondering over them to the extent that such an effort serves the purposes of grasping a wider gamut of approaches on the subject of trade imbalances and imperialism, as well as their substantive deficiencies.
The broad divide here is between liberal/cosmopolitan/'democratic peace' theories of globalisation and inter-dependence, on the one hand, and realist and neorealist theories, on the other. The first cluster seems to somewhat match the ultraimperialist -'social democratic', so to speak -current within Marxism, whereas the realism/neo-realism cluster corresponds better to those Marxists and Marxisants who subscribe to the theory of uneven (and combined) development. Liberals and globalisers see the increase in the volume of trade transaction across the globe as a requisite for further cooperation and inter-dependence among states, a process that demands more and more 'issue-specific international regimes' regulating these complex inter-dependency processes. 19 The premise for realists and neo-realists is that the international system is anarchic and, as such, it is prone to conflict with all states agonising about how best to survive. They insist on the centrality of the state in international politics and trade and see national economic and political interests and unequal/uneven balance (and distribution) of power as causes of war and conflict. 20 However, none of those approaches can match the analytical and critical rigour of their 'respective' pairs within the Marxist tradition, broadly understood. As far as the liberals/globalists are concerned, their analyses are flawed by the emphasis they give in trade relations and markets -whether 'real' or fictitious' -as permanent, historical factors of integration leading to 'global governance', 'global civil society' and peace. Their 'political-theoretical' approach is often tainted by 'human rights' discourses used by USA and NATO elites to justify military interventions across Eurasia after the collapse of the Soviet bloc. Some realists and neo-realists, on the other hand, work on the false assumption of an anarchic global political market composed of state units and great powers constantly trying to maximise their powershare in the international system, something which causes war and the demise of those powers. Such, for example, is the position of prominent 'offensive realist', John Mearsheimer. In this internecine battle for power maximisation and survival the winner, presumably, destroys the loser, yet, this is empirically flawed: the USA did not destroy Japan or Western Germany after it defeated them in WWII. Quite the opposite: it reconstructed them because the aim was to create open markets and consumers for its own capital surpluses, thus creating a political economy abroad after its own home image. 21 Eventually, both liberals/globalisers and realists can be seen as the flip side of the same coin: the former see the dominance of markets and trade as units of integration and cooperation, both regionally and globally; the latter see the dominance of the global political market, which is composed of (classless) state units in an anarchic international system, with a propensity to developing and distributing power unevenly. Arguably, the concept of the market dominates both approaches and this is not the case within the Marxist tradition, broadly conceived.
Capital looks for investment opportunities not in saturated markets but in new markets and these markets can be found anywhere, not necessarily in the developed core alone or exclusively in the under-developed zones of the global South. Thus, the geography of uneven (and combined) development sets in and capital displaces its crisis. This is the point in which Harvey goes beyond Marx: by way of appropriating new production and regional and global distribution sites, capital is effecting a 'spatialtemporal fix', reducing its crises to 'minor switching crises as flows of capital and labour switch from one region to another, or even reverse themselves, and spark regional devaluation' (Harvey 1982 (Harvey /2006 . 22 This is only temporary, Harvey says:
The problem, of course, is that the more capitalism develops, the more it intends to succumb to forces making for geographical inertia. We here encounter a version of that contradiction that Marx described as the domination of dead over living labour. The circulation of capital is increasingly imprisoned within immobile physical and social infrastructures which are crafted to support certain kinds of production, certain kinds of labour, processes, distributional arrangements, consumption patterns, and so on. Increasing quantities of fixed capital and longer turnover times on production check uninhibited mobility. The growth of productive forces, in short, acts as a barrier to rapid geographical re-structuring in exactly the same way as it hinders the dynamic of future accumulation by the imposition of the dead weight of past investments. Territorial alliances, which often became increasingly powerful and more deeply entrenched, arise to protect and enhance the value of capital already committed within the region (Harvey 1982 (Harvey /2006 ).
Let us look at the key ingredient of United States' international policy since at least the 1890s. When US Secretary of State, John Hay, promulgated an Open Door policy in 1899 for the United States challenging the monopoly of China's market by Europe's imperial powers, he did so under pressure from big individual capitals at home, which required substantial overseas expansion to overcome their crisis of over-accumulation and profitability in the 1890s. 23 Open Door has since been a structural feature of US foreign policy projected across the globe and not just in Europe or Japan. Since the 1890s, Open Door has been a key component of the strategic culture of US policymakers. It is an expression of the domestic needs of US capital, whether industrial/technological or financial, real or fictitious, that seeks investment outlets abroad and unfettered, unprotected markets. It is a policy that goes pari passu with that of 'expanding liberal democracy abroad' and 'defending human rights', inasmuch as if liberal and democratic principles are not adopted across the world, then American democracy is in danger at home -or at least that is how US elites perceive global and regional realities. 24 Open, unprotected markets free of state intervention and open, liberal polities are the ideal conditions for US capital and political and military agencies to penetrate and establish themselves within the polities and economies of other capitalisms in order to determine their direction. Free markets, whether industrial, corporate or banking/financial, and open polities friendly and subservient to the hegemonic power underscore perfect conditions for the exploitation of labour and, importantly, perfect conditions for US capital to overcome its over-accumulation crises. This is what capital wants and seeks abroad if it cannot find it at home. If possible, capital wants to have zero production costs and zero risk. Marx put it as follows: '[This] zero cost of labour is therefore a limit in a mathematical sense, always beyond reach, although we can always approximate more and more nearly to it. The constant tendency of capital is to force the cost of labour back towards this absolute zero' (our emphasis) (Marx 1867 (Marx /1976 . Is it not exactly this that financial capital and the state are trying to achieve with their policy of severe austerity they impose across Europe today?
Global fault-lines and the imperial geopolitics of debt 'World system' theories and Fernand Braudel's work are important because their narrative aims at advancing a global analytical perspective, going beyond the narrow horizon of nation states and national economies. They analyse global imperial systems and, some of them, provide a cyclical interpretation of power-shifts occurring within and between the structures of those systems. Cyclical theories of crises are present in the work of many Marxisants -see, for instance, Kondratieff's work and how Immanuel Wallerstein has used Kondratieff waves to interpret the financial crisis that set off in 2007-08. 25 But Marx himself had had some interesting thoughts regarding the regular return of crises under capitalism affecting specific business cycles. For example, he writes:
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The factory system's tremendous capacity for expanding with sudden immense leaps, and its dependence on the world market, necessarily gives rise to the following cycle: feverish production, a consequent glut on the market, then a contraction of the market, which causes production to be crippled. The life of industry becomes a series of periods of moderate activity, prosperity, over-production, crisis and stagnation (Marx 1867 (Marx /1976 .
And again in a footnote inserted in the French edition of the first volume of Capital in 1872:
[But] only after mechanical industry had struck root so deeply that it exerted a preponderant influence on the whole of national production; only after foreign trade began to predominate over internal trade, thanks to mechanical industry; only after the world market had successfully annexed extensive areas of the New World, Asia and Australia; and finally, only after all this had happened can one day the repeated self-perpetuating cycles, whose successive phases embrace years, and always culminate in a general crisis, which is the end of one cycle and the starting-point of another. Until now, the duration of these cycles has been ten or eleven years, but there is no reason to consider this duration as constant. On the contrary, we ought to conclude, on the basis of the laws of capitalist production as we have just expounded them, that the duration is variable, and that the length of the cycles will gradually diminish (Marx 1867 (Marx /1976 . 26 Marx, nevertheless, never produced a theory of imperialism or a theory of cyclical and recurring crises. Of all those trying to produce such a narrative, Arrighi's work stands out, because he does not simply invokes long durée -i.e. long macro-historical cycles registering and analysing periods in which 'real' and 'fictitious' capitals alternate in the domination of socio-economic and political orders in history. In addition to that, and while remaining within a Marxisant framework, he expands Braudel's insights by applying them into 19 th and 20 th century global politics. Arrighi's monumental trilogy captures the long historic and hegemonic decline of the United States, whose policies of globalisation and neo-liberalism are incapable of arresting. 27 Arrighi and Beverly Silver describe how great powers rise and fall through successive historical cycles linked to periods of economic crisis, whether these crises are manifested in the real economy, thus captured by Marx's and Harvey's 'first-cut theory' of over-accumulation, or in the fictitious economy, captured by Harvey's 'second-cut theory' of financial and credit crises. Importantly, Arrighi, same as Gunder Frank and Wallerstein, does not believe in a strict separation between modern and pre-modern eras. Imperialism and empires can flourish very well under both commercial (pre-capitalist/pre-modern) and industrial (modern/capitalist) regimes. Thus, both capitalist and commercial empires in history moved through phases of productive or commercial expansion and through phases of slowdown and deceleration marked by financial expansion. The key contention here is that each time, especially in capitalist/modern history, empires expand their power, they do so on the basis of their lead in the industrial-productive sector, whereas when a phase of contraction and crisis opens they are forced to resort to financialisation in order to stave off crises in commerce or industry. But resort to banking and finance, Arrighi and Silver argue, never manages to restore the global primacy of the empire -Robert Brenner would add: it also never manages to restore previous levels of profitability enjoyed under the years of industrial expansion. All in all, resorting to finance simply delays the empire's decline and fall, and this is the case with the US empire at present. This argument of cyclical and recurrent patterns is better refined in Arrighi's Adam Smith in Beijing (2007) , and in two other contributions written shortly before his death (2009). 28 Arrighi adopts Braudel's periodisation of capitalism, identifying three periods of financial expansion: the first was under the hegemony of Italian city-states in the mid-16 th century; the second was centred on Holland (mid-18 th century); and the third, in the late 19 th century, was driven by the United Kingdom. We are interested here in discussing the third period, because it is a period that came into being as a result of the over-accumulation crisis in the United Kingdom (and other core Western capitalist centres), and ended with the 1929-32 financial crash. This is also a period in which capitalism as a mode of production is operating in full, whereas all previous 'Braudelian' periods described by Arrighi and other 'world systems' theorists are social and historical epochs structured alongside the dominance of commodity exchange relations. 29 The beginning of each financial expansion, Arrighi says, indicates the 'signal crisis' of the global hegemon in the system. For example, the 'switch' to finance at the end of the 19 th century signalled the beginning of the 'terminal crisis' of the British Empire. The financial meltdown of 1929-32 signalled the beginning of the end of the dominant regime of accumulation, or in other words the end of the hegemony of the UK system of global governance, and its subsequent succession by the new global industrial and credit power, the United States. Similarly, the US-led process of post-WWII capitalist accumulation, centred on industrial development and growth in all core capitalisms, gave way to financialisation and, therefore, a protracted period of US hegemonic decline began since the 1970s ('the signal crisis'). This crisis of financialisation at present is but the 'terminal crisis' of the US-led system of accumulation. In short, this is Arrighi's Long Twentieth Century concept. His Adam Smith in Beijing is a courageous and powerful intellectual attempt to show that the new rising global leader to take over from the US is China -a position also shared by Harvey. China is the new global centre of material accumulation of wealth, and potentially, of political/military power, a view to which many scholars, including nonMarxists, such as John Mearsheimer, subscribe wholeheartedly but without adopting any Braudelian, or indeed Marxisant, perspective. Significantly, Arrighi has dedicated his last book to Andre Gunder Frank, another major exponent of the global power-shift to Asia.
We have shown elsewhere that Arrighi's work does not factor in geopolitical and security issues as constitutive variables of hegemonic transitions, crises and conflict. 30 His historicist-cyclical approach dissallows counter-factual history -for example: what if Germany (and Japan) had won the first or the second world war? Moreover, it cannot capture the spread, depth and asymetrical rate of development of economic power relations at the present juncture, including Germany's neo-imperial monetarist aspirations in Europe. We need, therefore, to supplement his argument by introducing the structuralist problematic of global and regional fault-lines in which instances and units of the whole -politics, culture, ideational elements, political economy, geopolitics and security -are constantly interacting producing and reproducing equilibria and disequilibria and defining periods of relative peace and prosperity and periods of crisis, war and socio-political upheaval. Hegemonic transitions and regional distributions of class power take place within this context, which is not necessarily determined by the cyclical and historicist pattern of recurrence of Braudelian historiography. 31 
We can now move on to build upon Harvey's 'third-cut' theory of 'spatial fix' and 'accumulation by dispossession'. Building upon this, we can advance and test our argument that substantiates geopolitics and security as constitutive variables in the determination of debt creation. This is especially pertinent in countries such as Greece, the Balkans or Middle Eastern states, whose geo-political value throughout their modern history has far outstripped their industrial or financial robustness. In short, we argue that global fault-lines help us build into the structure and flow of capital relation a new set of contradictions and determinations which are pertinent in understanding the overall unfolding of a crisis situation, including debt crises. Thus, we can decipher the ways in which geo-politics, at times, contradicts the requirement of real capital formation creating fallacies, notional strategic deficiencies and misconceptions that come to haunt policy-making elites, whether national or imperial/international, for a long time. The main institutional stucture in which geo-political and security dimensions of debt are crystalised is the defence budget of a state. Matters, obviously, become extremely complicated when the state formation in question is a subaltern state dependent upon imperial arrangements but whose security and geo-politics outweigh its political economy -which is the case with Greece. From this perspective, global fault-lines straddle the contradiction between the monetary base of the capitalist system and its financial superstructures making the situation even more explosive and precarious. But precisely for this reason, global fault-lines add onto the lenient and resilient dimension of capital, strenghening its sinews in time and space. What makes capital weak and vulnerable is what makes it at the same time strong and durable. There is no single causal theory of crisis formation and our global fault-lines argument asserts precisely this. From a theoretical perspective, this is, we argue, the case of Greece and the Euro-zone today.
It should be clear by now that debt is a form of fictitious capital and national/sovereign debt is fictitious capital par excellence. In a certain ideal-typical form, debt is a type of imaginary capital whose magnitude results partly from borrowing in order to cover deficits. 32 . Think of John, an immigrant working in a car factory in Detroit, borrowing $10,000, interest-free, from his old friend from London, Paul, to decorate his house and fix the damp, because his modest wage disallowed any savings. But then John is unable to pay the money back on the set date as stipulated by the private agreement signed with Paul. So John has a deficit. Then John, unable to pay his dues, opts to go to the bank to borrow $10,000 at 8 per cent interest in order to pay back Paul. He then pays Paul half the amount, $5,000, because he needs the rest of the money to pay the decorators. But the amount he borrowed from the bank and the monthly interest accrued become an even more unbearable burden for John because his salary is not enough to provide the means for his own subsistence while keeping up with regular payments to the bank, on top of paying the decorators. This means that John cannot service his debt obligation. He also has a $5,000 deficit to Paul. In this case, John has either to declare bankruptcy; or do something and get the bank to cancel his debt -which is unlikely; or convince the bank to reduce the principal ($10,000) -also unlikely; or convince the bank to cut the interest rate down to an affordable level and roll over his debt -which is possible but no-one can guarantee that this is an optimal solution for him, as his living conditions will keep worsening. If none of this happened, then the bank would have to start re-possession proceedings (e.g. re-possessing John's belongings, such as property, land etc.). But John, as we saw, has also the option of declaring bankruptcy. This means that he will be put on the 'black list' of every bank in the country; he will not be able to borrow again; and he should consider finding a better-paid job, so that he can finally fix the damp in his house before it caused irreparable damage. Obviously, matters are far more complex when we substitute John with the Greek state; John's salary and Paul's interest-free loan to John with Greece's fiscal deficit; Paul's decorators with Greece's civil servants and, finally, when we substitute John's bank with Greece's private and international lenders (IMF, ECB, the EU) on terms stipulated by the class interests of bond-dealers and creditors.
However, even in this example, we can still discern, in a primitive and raw form, Harvey's main theoretical proposition, namely the tension between 'the financial operations of the system and its monetary underpinnings'. John's wage is the 'price' of his labour-power and, as such, it has produced real value, so it constitutes the solid monetary base of the system in the realm of circulation of equivalences. Nevertheless, the financial operation under way seems to be creating a bubble, a 'fictitious superstructure' above this base, which substantially diverges from John's ability to pay offering the 'price' of his 'labour-power' as a collateral. Matters, as we saw earlier, come to a head when the bank's interest-bearing capital comes to the fore. But the aforementioned visualisation does not include the location of John's house. At this level of abstraction, capital is disinterested in geography, although, as we know, fictitious capital is very interested in house speculation and house prices are inflated to serve the interests of fictitious capital according to the property's location: although both in Manhattan, New York City, rentier interests price an one-bedroom flat in the Upper East Side four times more than a flat of similar size and quality in Inwood.
Harvey, by elaborating on Marx's, Hannah Arend's and Rosa Luxemburg's work, offers some further insights without exiting his 'third-cut' theory framework:
Capitalism survives (…) not only through a series of spatio-temporal fixes that absorb the capital surpluses in productive and constructive ways, but also through the devaluation and destruction administered as corrective medicine to what is generally depicted as the fiscal profligacy of those who borrow. The very idea that those who irresponsibly lend might also be held responsible is, of course, dismissed out of hand by ruling elites (Harvey 2003: 135) . 33 This, Harvey says, is a form of 'capital bondage' and, we could add, applies directly to core-periphery relations both within the EU and globally. Brushing aside liberal (functionalist and neo-functionalist) views about the so-called 'process of European integration', the truth of the matter remains that the industrial core of the EU, that is primarily Germany under the geopolitical and security tutelage of the USA via NATO, pushed for expansion seeking 'temporal-spatial fixes' in order to overcome crises of over-accumulation and devalue. Problems, nevertheless, soon accumulate when the periphery, whether Southern or East European, needs to borrow from the core in order to consume products of the core. Then 'capital bondage' is on the doorstep of the periphery: John has to pay or, as Christine Lagarde, the IMF chief, put it just before the crucial Greek election of 17 June 2012 in order to terrorise the electorate and push it away from the radical left of Syriza: 'Greece, it's payback time'. 34 Harvey expands Marx's category of 'primitive accumulation', which he recasts as 'accumulation by dispossession' and asserts that whereas capital is always producing crises, it, at the same time, has the ability and the resilience to move them around, resembling the way in which capital can 'solve' the housing question by moving population around in the very same city. 35 This is part of what we have called the 'sinews of capital'. 'Primitive accumulation' is a term Marx used to describe the early stage, or the 'pre-history' of capitalism, a kind of a violent transition period -for Marx, the birth of capital had been anything but peaceful -in which the mass pauperisation of peasant societies, whether in metropolitan accumulation centres or in colonies, occurred while attempting to adapt to the new social conditions imposed by capital, reign supreme. 'Primitive accumulation' includes a number of processes, such as the creation of national debt in the colonies, land reform and changes in property rights, commodification of labour-power, introduction of a credit system and institutionalisation of usury etc. But Harvey, as opposed to Marx, says that capitalism contains repeated instances of 'primitive accumulation' and that this condition is recurrent and repetitive occurring in periods of severe crisis and hitting popular strata whether in urban conurbations in advanced capitalist societies, or in peripheral countries. This is what invigorates capital. Soon after the collapse of the Soviet Union, East-Central Europe experienced the barbarity of 'accumulation by dispossession' via Jeffrey Sachs 'shock therapy' programme. 36 The process of extreme financialisation that began after 1971-73 is another instance, whereas neo-liberal policy-making and privatisation, Harvey says, is the 'cutting edge of accumulation by dispossession'. Harvey sounds more than prophetic, given that he was writing this in the early 2000s, when the property bubble in the United States, the UK, Spain and elsewhere was in full swing. But he, as well as other scholars, such as Peter Gowan, could sense that the massive contradictions of financialisation-cum-neo-liberalism, manifested in periodic bail-outs and orchestrated crises of capital devaluation (e.g. South-East Asia), at times even via wars (e.g. Yugoslavia, Afghanistan, Iraq), would soon implode. Thus, what appears to be capital's strength turns out to become a weakness.
However, we part ways with Harvey in that he sees geopolitical space and, by extension, geopolitics and security as an extension of capital's extended reproduction and continuous accumulation. As such, capital presents an omnivorous propensity, looting and squatting every space, every corner and, for that, requires an accumulation of political power to protect it and its very (extended) reproduction. From this perspective, geo-politics and the capitalist state seem entrapped in the pincers of capital's extended reproduction, reduced to being a mere instrument in the structural imperial power of capital. But geo-political space has a 'value' in itself, namely, a security value, well before it becomes engaged in projects driven by capital and capitalist political power. In theory, and if we set environmental problems aside, there is always space (outer, subterranean, oceanic) and resources (oil, gas, hydrocarbons, and more recently shale gas) available for capital to exploit and, as Marx put it, 'capital grows to a huge mass in a single hand in one place, because it has been lost by many in another place' (Marx 1867 (Marx /1976 . 37 But capital and state imperial power have the tendency to move and concentrate in certain places and not others, simply because of the geo-strategic value of the place per se. Geo-strategy, that is, the strategic management of geo-political interests, comes into play only when specific imperial agencies and decision-making centres call upon it. Thus, geopolitical space has the capacity to attract political and economic projects, because it is perceived as geostrategically important by key bureaucratic centres within the imperial system (state power and agencies, policy-makers, various fractions of capital and business interests directly involved in policy-making). Capital, as Benno Teschke has convincingly argued, has de-territorialised international surplus appropriation -read: imperial projects -but this de-territorialisation has been 'geopolitically mediated' (Teschke 2003: 264) . In other words, geo-politics has a relative autonomy from capital's extended reproduction across capitalist time and space and political power and capital accumulation do not always converge. There is, primarily, imperial power and capital concentration in the Persian Gulf because of the geo-politics of oil, not because of any innate tendency of capital, whether imperial or local, to occupy that space to dump its surplus production in order to devalue. If instead of oil -a geo-political category par excellence -the Middle East produced dates then imperial power and international capital would have had no reason to be there. 'Our paramount national security interest in the Middle East', a 1995 US Department of Defence report stated, 'is maintaining the unhintered flow of oil from the Persian Gulf to world markets at stable prices' (Office of International Security Affairs 1995: 6). The only missing element in the statement is that these 'prices' have to be denominated in US dollars. A global monetary/money dimension -'the dollar' -is then linked directly to a geopolitical commodity -'the oil' -co-determining imperial power relations and the global hegemony of the USA. Defence and pharmaceutical industries come into equation immediately when we invoke the issue of wars in the Middle East and Central Asia. In the main, this is the problematic of 'weapon-dollar/petro-dollar coalition' developed by Jonathan Nitzan and Shimshon Bichler, a problematic co-determined by IPE-cumgeopolitics. 38 The relative autonomy of geopolitics from capital's (cyclical) movement under capitalism creates structural fault-lines in the system and increases its existing tensions, already manifested in the three theories of crises examined above. Our argument enhances Harvey's approach as much as it does Arrighi's one. More to the point, we argue, geo-politics is directly related to the issue of debt creation. What was the rationale, asks Alec Rasizade, for sustaining a particular type of policy over Caspian oil in the 1990s exaggerating the amount of oil and gas that really exists in the Caspian Sea region?
The first reason is geo-political. In the so-called Silk Road Strategy Act of 1999, Transcaucasia represents an important geo-political isthmus, linking the Black Sea and Caspian seas and providing the West with a 'silk road' to Central Asia. By reanimating the silk road, which would avoid passing through Iran (historically its integral part), Washington is trying to limit Russia's influence in the region, while at the same time restricting the number of potential allies for Tehran (…). Secondly, the interest of international oil companies in sustaining the Caspian energy phantom can be easily explained by their motivation of profit. All of these ventures are joint-stock companies and shareholders of those companies derive their main profit not from increasing dividends based on successful commercial activity, but from rising price of their shares on the stock exchange and oil futures on the mercantile exchange. This is the very essence of Western business investment in the Caspian Basin. By participating in high profile Caspian projects and issuing rosy reports of great resources, oil companies improve their stock image, generating an instant profit without pumping a single barrel of oil. In fact, to begin seriously extracting oil would be counter-productive given the danger that the true extent of oil reserves would then be exposed (Rasizade 2005: 3-4) .
Thus, capital makes fictitious profits out of geopolitical opportunities widening the gulf between the monetary base of capital and its financial manifestation. In the example given above, even ideational elements come into play, when financial journalists and analysts of all sorts exaggerate in their feasibility study reports the amount of oil and gas that really exists in the Caspian Sea region in order to increase speculation in the stock market. This is how the imperial geo-politics of oil becomes a direct contributor to society's debt. 39 Having said this, it also seems to us that Harvey underestimates the relative autonomy of the state, especially of the imperial state, to make geo-strategic decisions based on geo-political and security considerations, rather than the class interests of capital and its fractions as such. In this respect, Harvey avoids to put forth an analysis of the state, viewing instead the state, geopolitics and capital as congruent entities swallowed up by the capital-form. This perspective, however, does not help us understand fully NATO's and the EU's eastward enlargement processes; NATO's 'humanitarian war' over Kosovo; the USA's invasion of Afghanistan; the Suez Canal crisis in 1956, the list is long enough. Could somebody reasonably argue that Latvia or, for that matter, Greece and divided Cyprus, entered the EU primarily because German capital sought market space to devalue its surplus capital, thus overcoming overaccumulation crises? This is definitely not the case, at least not primarily. German, French and other core polities in the EU took these and a number of other decisions also by taking into account geo-political and security factors, and following NATO's instructions. As Peter Gowan has shown, the primary consideration of the EuroAtlantic heartland in the 1990s was how to stabilise hub-and-spoke arrangements in East-Central Europe by way of excluding Russia and its client states, such as Serbia. 40 Thus, NATO's war over Kosovo was bound up with NATO's eastward drive, hence it had been a matter of Euro-Atlantic security to exclude Russia from the Balkans via eliminating Serbia's pro-Russian elites. But the mismatch/contradiction between geopolitical structures, on the one hand, and capital formation, on the other, is systemic and straddles the mismatch/contradiction between the monetary base of the system and its financial operations, so eloquently analysed by Harvey himself. This exemplifies further our notion of 'global fault-lines' and applies directly to our research agenda on the crisis of Greece and the EU. In the event, global fault-lines is the discursive articulation of economic, political, ideational and geo-political instances in a social formation divided into classes and determined by social struggle. Global fault-lines pave the ground for severe tensions and imbalances in the instances concerned, especially when severe economic crises kick in, upsetting the entire discursive articulation of the instances.
From the theoretical perspective of global fault-lines, the political economy and imperial geo-politics of the Euro-Atlantic heartland has been under-going a slow and painful decline since the late 1960s, which the collapse of the Soviet bloc not only failed to arrest but, on the contrary, made it even more pronounced. A great part of the US-led Cold War aparatus rested on the ideational scheme of the 'global war on Communism'. With the disappearance of this ideational peg and its unsuccessful and unconvincing replacement after 9/11 with the 'war on terror', the (ideational) glue connecting the USA and West Eurasian rimlands seems to have gone. Moreover, the geo-political expansion of the West in Eurasia (via NATO) and the greater Middle East (via wars and establishment of military bases) has not been a sign of strength but a sign of weakness highlighting the deep contradictions guiding the alliance and USA's policy in Eurasia after the end of the Soviet Union. This expansion over-stretched US military capabilities and weakened the Cold War hub-and-spoke arrangements the USA had built across each end of Eurasia, with its Japanese bastion in the Far East and NATO's presence in Europe and the Near/Middle East, which includes Greece and Turkey. And as this grand strategy was pegged on neo-liberal economics and extreme financialisation from the late 1970s onwards, thus lacking any political cohesion and demand-led components, when all these pegs imploded, the projects of expansion and profit-making upon which German-led core European capital has invested so many hopes went also down the drain. It is important to note that both globalisation/financialisation and neo-liberalism are not conducive to growth, hence they are directly connected with the creation of debt in the entire Euro-Artlantic zone (USA + EU). Commodification of financial products and extreme manipulation of financial instruments for easy profiteering are more conducive to debt creation rather than growth, and this is something that applies across Europe and the USA, not just Greece. With its manufacturing base eroded and outsourced to the 'global East', the debt problem seems to becoming a permanent feature of the 'global West'. The production of real use values has shifted to Asia and elsewhere and herein lies our argument of the decline of the West. But in the juncture that opened up with the current financial crisis (2007-), the disintegrative tendencies of both NATO and the Euro-zone are indeed very pronounced, undermining directly the primacy of the USA in international relations and the emergence of a number of other centres of regional (e.g. Germany) and even global (e.g. China) power. Simply put, Marx's value theory, which captures the convergent and divergent flows of capital-labour relations generating and solving a number of (cyclical) crises in capitalist time and space while shifting the terrain of global hegemony, proved to be victorious once again. 41 Presently, the sinews of capital are tested by their ability to re-invent themselves against all odds and at the expense of the labour movement in Greece, Europe and the globe.
Notes
1 In Capital Marx defines the relation M-C-M′ as representing a sum of money used to buy a commodity which is resold to obtain a larger sum of money (M′). The relation M-M′ means money lent out at interest to obtain more money, or one currency or financial claim traded for another. The relation C-M-C′ represents a commodity sold for money and buying another, different commodity, with an equal or higher value (C′). Commodities are repositories of value which is a crystalisation of socially necessary labour time. Value is always social. 2 Drawing from the work of Joseph Schumpeter, many economists and heterodox political economists disagree with this claim. Broadly speaking, the argument goes as follows. Schumpeter pioneered a theory of economic development and value creation through the process of technological change and innovation. Disequilibrium results from innovation. According to Schumpeter, innovation means value creation and the notion of 'creative destruction' denotes that, because of technological change and innovation, certain rents become available to entrepreneurs, which later diminish as innovations become established practices in economic life. See, for example, Raphael Amit and Christoph Zott (2001) 'Value creation in e-business ', Strategic Management Journal, 22, 'The smaller the portion exchanged for living labour becomes', Marx says in the Grundrisse, 'the smaller becomes the rate of profit. Thus, in the same proportion as capital takes up a larger place as capital in the production process relative to immediate labour, i.e. the more the relative surplus-value grows -the value creating power of capital -the more does the rate of profit fall' (emphasis by Marx); Karl Marx (1957 Marx ( /1973 Fouskas and Bulent Gokay (2012) The Fall of the US Empire (London: Pluto). 5 From this purely theoretical perspective, every capitalist country is part of an imperial chain and is, potentially, imperialistic. This is, of course, historically and empirically, inaccurate. The manipulates its value; (c) a reverse in the way growth happens: under capitalism businesspersons invest, make profit and accumulate, and then all over again. But, Duncan's argument goes, under 'creditism' the growth dynamic of the American economy and even of the world economy has for some time now been driven by 'credit creation and consumption'. Our point here is not that these arguments are completely false. Rather, we contend, first, that this is not the case in large part of the globe and, second, that this form of US supremacy is, in the long run, unsustainable. 12 See, Robert Brenner (2003) , The Boom and the Bubble: The US in the World Economy (London: Verso) 13 See also, Alex Callinicos (2010) , Bonfire of Illusions (Cambridge: Polity press), pp.44 ff., who much appreciates Harvey's contribution to the debate over financialisation and crises. 14 One of us has examined the notion of Germany's 'variable geometry' strategy in the 1990s; see, Vassilis K. Fouskas (1997) ' The Italian Left and the enlargement of the European Union ' Contemporary Politics, v.3, n.2, But even then, Gideon Rachman argued, 'many were sceptical. One top EU official scoffed that 'France needs Germany to disguise how weak it is; Germany needs France to disguise how strong it is', Gideon Rachman, 'Welcome to Berlin, the new capital of Europe ', Financial Times, 23 October 2012, p.13. 16 On the definition of imperialism as appropriation of international value, see the important contribution by Guglielmo Carchedi (2002) , 'Imperialism, dollarisation and the Euro', in Leo Panitch and Colin Leys (eds) Socialist Register, pp.154-173. However, Carchedi fails to explore the complexities of contemporary imperial structures, which involve not just economics and politics, but also geo-politics, especially in the orbits of the Euro-Atlantic area and the greater Middle East after the collapse of the Soviet Union. 17 The concept of uneven (and combined) development was first formulated by Trotsky and further elaborated by George Novack, Ernest Mandel and Michel Löwy. The best contemporary exponent of this concept is Justin Rosenberg; see, for example, his exchange of letters with Alex Callinicos (2008) 'Uneven and combined development: the social relational substratum of "the international". A exchange of letters' Cambridge Review of International Affairs n.1, v.21, pp.77-112, March. 18 See, for example, his rather forgotten essay 'On the slogan of a United States of Europe ' (1915) http://www.marxists.org/archive/lenin/works/1915/aug/23.htm If one brushes aside some sloganeering expressions, Lenin's argument makes perfect sense: 'Of course, temporary agreements are possible between capitalists and between states. In this sense a United States of Europe is possible as an agreement between the European capitalists…but to what end? Only for the purpose of jointly suppressing socialism in Europe, of jointly protecting colonial booty against Japan and America, who have been badly done out of their share by the present partition of colonies, and the increase of whose might during the last fifty years has been immeasurably more rapid than that of backward and monarchist Europe, now turning senile. Compared with the United States of America, Europe as a whole denotes economic stagnation. On the present economic basis, i.e., under capitalism, a United States of Europe would signify an organisation of reaction to retard America's more rapid development. The times when the cause of democracy and socialism was associated only with Europe alone have gone forever'. This is a significant statement and parallels can and must be drawn with today's global dynamics of a stagnation of the US and European economies and the relative economic powershift to the 'global East' (China, India, Russia, Brazil etc.) . 19 Classic statements in this field come from Joseph Nye, Robet Keohane, John Ikenberry and others; see, for instance, Robert Keohane (1984) , After Hegemony. Cooperation and Discord in the World Political Economy (Princeton: P.U.P.). The bibliography on this subject is vast. On cosmopolitanism and the 'global democracy' thesis, see also the more recent collection of texts in Daniele Archiburgi (ed. 2011 
